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Per Curiam.  Kevin James a/k/a Peter Bloxon (Petitioner) was convicted of carjacking,

armed robbery, and possession of a firearm during the commission of a felony.  Petitioner pursued

his direct appeals in state court.  He then sought habeas relief in federal district court on various

claims including ineffective assistance of trial counsel, denial of a constitutional right to appeal his

conviction and denial of due process of law when the Michigan Court of Appeals denied his motion

to remand for an evidentiary hearing on his claims of ineffective assistance of counsel, denial of his

constitutional right to testify on his own behalf, allegations of prosecutorial misconduct, and failure

of the Michigan trial court to grant Petitioner a new trial because of the prosecutorial misconduct.

In a memorandum order and opinion dated May 17, 2004, the district court denied his petition.  The
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district court granted Petitioner a certificate of appealability on the portions of his petition related

to ineffective assistance of counsel.

Having studied the record and the briefs of the parties, we are not persuaded that the district

court erred in denying the petition. In light of the fact that the district court thoroughly and correctly

articulated the reasons why the petition should be denied, and given that the issuance of a detailed

opinion by this Court would be superfluous and would serve no useful purpose, we AFFIRM the

judgment of the district court, based upon the reasoning set forth in its memorandum opinion.


